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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This action is responsive to communications: application filed on 04/01/1999. 

2. Claims 1-60 are pending in the case. Claims 1,16, 27, 42, and 53 are independent claims. 



The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



4. Claims 9, 35, 23, and 49 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 9 and 35, the use of partitioning "the at least one of the plurality of 
objects into a plurality of groups" is unclear, since plurality of objects are two or more objects. 
At least one of two objects is one object. Therefore, one object cannot be partitioned into a 
plurality of groups. 

Regarding claims 23 and 49, the hmitations of this claim is unclear, since the paragraph 
"union between a second object and changed fragments needs to construct the second object for 
at least one edge which begins with the second object and determinates in the first object and for 
which the second object has changed" does not explain how the step of "determining changed 
fragments needed to construct a first object", as cited in the claim. In the examiner point of 
view, only the fragment comes into consideration in determining what affects the value of the 
first object, not the "union between the second object and the fragment". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



3. 



The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 




Application/Control Number: 09/283,561 
Art Unit: 2176 



Page 3 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 



5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 



The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) do not apply to the examination of this application as the application being examined 
was not (1) filed on or after November 29, 2000, or (2) voluntarily published under 35 U.S.C. 
122(b). Therefore, this appUcation is examined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment 
by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 



6. Claims 1-3, 6-8, 11, 14-15, 27-29, 32-34, 37, and 40-41 are rejected under 35 
U.SX. 102(e) as being participated by Challenger et ah, US 6,026,413 filed 08/1997. 
Regarding independent claim 1, Challenger teaches the steps of: 
- providing a plurality of objects, at least one of the objects including a relationship 
with another object in the plurality of objects (Challenger, col.3, lines 11-21, Web site 
provides many objects/web pages, which have relationship between objects); 
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- identifying at least one relationship between the plurality of objects (Challenger, 
col.4, lines 11-15, "a directed graph called the object dependence graph (G), which 
represents the data dependencies between objects"); 

- representing the at least one relationship between the plurality of objects using at least 
one graph (Challenger, col.4, lines 1 1-15, a directed graph called the object 
dependence graph (G), which represents the data dependencies between objects"); 
and 

- traversing at least one graph to determine the order in which to construct objects in 
accordance with the at least one relationship and an update to at least one of the 
objects in plurality of objects (Challenger, col.4, Hnes 11-15, teaches the use of 
directed graph and the order in which to construct o2 as ol has been updated. Col.4, 
lines 37-40, further notes how changes to one object are propagated by the object 
manager and the data dependence information. Finally, col. 28, lines 48-56, again 
explains the order of how o2 is updated according to changes applied to u2, u3 and 



Regarding dependent claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein the step of representing 
the at least one relationship between the plurality of objects includes the step of representing 
objects in the plurality of objects by nodes and representing at least one relationship by at least 
one connection between nodes (Challenger, col.4, lines 11-15; and col.7, lines 25-30). 



ol, o3). 



I 
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Regarding dependent claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as explained above. Challenger discloses the step of selecting the order 
based on one of performance and correct construction of the plurality of objects (Challenger, 
col. 4, lines 1 1-27, explains how the order of traversal is built according to the object 
dependencies and construction). 

Regarding dependent claim 6, which is dependent on claim 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as explained above. Challenger teaches constructing objects based on the 
order (see claim 1 and 4). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as explained above. Challenger teaches publishing at least one of the 
plurality of objects (Challenger, coL4, lines 1-10, the server "keeps track of which versions are 
sent" and "maintains consistency among a set of objects". These steps imply the publication of 
objects for the cUent to access). 

Regarding dependent claim 8, which is dependent on claim 7, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 7 as explained above. The limitation of "wherein all of the at least one of the 
plurality of objects are published together" is addressed under the same rationale as provide 
above in the rejection of claim 7. 
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Art Unit: 2176 

Regarding dependent claim 11, which is dependent on claim 7, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 7 as explained above. Challenger teaches the step wherein the step of 
publishing includes the step of satisfying at least one consistency constraint (Challenger, col4 
lines 41-47 and lines 6-10). 

Regarding dependent claim 14, which is dependent on claim 1 1, Challenger and 
Sequeira teach the limitations of claim 1 1 as explained above. Challenger teaches the step of 
satisfying at least one consistency constraint includes the step of publishing two compound 
objects together if the compound objects are both constructed from at least one common changed 
fragment (Challenger, col. 9 lines 39-46 wherein the system make the determination of whether 
to update the compound-complex objects col, co2 or both from the cache to pubUsh them based 
on whether records (fragments) rl or r2 has been changed.) 

Regarding dependent claim 15, which is dependent on claim 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein at least one of the 
plurality of objects is a Web page (Challenger, col.3, lines 7-17, web pages are objects). 

Claims 27-29, 32-34, 37, and 40-41 are for a computer system performing the method of 
claims 1-3, 6-8, 1 1, and 14-15, respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



I t 
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7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

(b) This application currently names joint inventors, hi considering patentability of the claims under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the 
time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the 
obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly 
owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 
U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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8. Claims 4-5 and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
Challenger as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Cormen et al., ^'Introduction 
to Algorithms", copyright 1990, pages 477-493. 

Regarding dependent claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 as explained above. Challenger does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
step of traversing at least one graph to determine the order includes the step of traversing by 
employing at least one topological sort on the at least one graph. 

However, Challenger teaches the update propagation phase by traversing "all of the graph 
G accessible from the list_of_objects" using depth-first-search. Challenger also mentions that 
other graph traversal methods are easily adapted (Chalenger, col.22, line 64 - col. 23, line 5). 

Cormen mentions an example in how topology sort is used in ordering (page 485, hnes 1- 
8 from bottom). Cormen also indicates that depth first search can be used to perform topological 
sort of directed acyclic graph (page 485, hnes 15-17 from bottom). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined a well known traversal method such as topology sort with 
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Challenger's system to guarantee a consistency in orderly updating objects in the topology graph, 
since the orderly updating of objects is important in maintaining the set of pages (objects) on a 
web site. 

Regarding dependent claim 5, which is dependent on claim 4, Challenger and Cormen 
teach the limitations of claim 4 as explained above. The limitation of "wherein the order is 
constructed from at least one topological sort" is rejected under the same rationale as provide in 
the rejection of claim 4 above. 

Claims 30-31 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 4-5, 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

9. Claims 9-10 and 35-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
Challenger as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Unger et al., US 6,230,168 Bl 
filed 11/1997. 

Regarding dependent claim 9, which is dependent on claim 7, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 7 as explained above. Challenger does not specifically disclose the steps of: 

- partitioning the at least one of the plurality of objects into a plurality of groups 

- publishing all objects belonging to a same group together 

Challenger does, however, emphasize the importance of keeping the updating and 
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caching to publish of objects consistently (Challenger, col.4, lines 9-10 and lines 41-47). 
Challenger further teaches traversing the graph to determine which objects have changed 
(Challenger, col. 16, hnes 2-4). 

linger teaches the step of grouping the objects together in logical collections (partitions) 
for objects (pages) by traversing the link tree (Unger, col4 lines 43-64) to facilitate accesses to 
related objects that included in the collections (Unger, col.4 lines 24-28). Unger discloses, 
however that his "technique lends itself to quickly binding structured collections of material 
which have some logical ordering determined by the linked structure of the components 
themselves" (Unger, col.4 lines 61-64), 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Unger' s method of partitioning with Challenger's system 
to consistently publish the updated objects to the cUents, since this will help publishing of related 
objects in a consistent manner. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, which is dependent on claim 9, Challenger and Unger 
teach the limitations of claim 9 as explained above. Challenger and Unger do not explicitly 
teach the step for at least two of the plurality of groups, publishing all objects belonging to a first 
group before pubhshing any objects belonging to a second group. 

However, the limitation of this claim on how the different groups are published is 
common sense and consistent with Challenger's insistency on keeping these objects in consistent 
states, and with Unger's use of partitions for these related objects. If objects belong to different 



I 
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groups are published without order, a client will run more often into broken links in attempting 
to access pages that belong to different groups. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and linger to publish objects that belong to the 
same group first before publishing objects in other groups, to provide more efficient and 
consistent access to pages of the same group since consistency in servicing pages is an important 
factor to the client's feeling about a certain website. 

Claims 35-36 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 9-10, 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 



10. Claims 1^-13 and 38-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
Challenger as applied to claim 11 above, and further in view of Sequeira, US 6,185,585 Bl 
filed 12/1997. 

Regarding dependent claim 12, which is dependent on claim 1 1, Challenger teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 1 as explained above. Challenger does not expUcitly disclose wherein the 
step of satisfying at least one consistency constraint includes the step of delaying publication of a 
first object until a second object which is referenced by the first object is published. 

However, this step is also common sense and consistent with Challenger's insistency on 
keeping the objects in consistent states. In one part that is somewhat related to the limitation of 
this claim, Challenger teaches the step of updating (or preserving) the related records (fragments) 
referenced to by an object before caching to publish that particular object (Challenger, col. 14 
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lines 46-49), Those skills in the art would have considered the second object in the limitation of 
this claim very similar to Challenger's fragment. 

Sequeira, in col 6, lines 6-19, teaches that a second object 660 which is referenced by a 
first object 620 (URL 625 in first object) needs to be retrieved when the user clicks on the URL. 
It is highly recommended if not commendatory therefore to publish the second object 660 before 
publishing the first object 620 since the user will expect that the second object is retrievable. 
Otherwise, the URL is a broken link. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and Sequeira to publish those objects that are 
referred to by an object before publishing that object itself, since this will allow the clients access 
to them in a consistent manner. 

Regarding dependent claim 13, which is dependent on claim 12, Challenger and 
Sequeira teach the Umitations of claim 12 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein the 
first object and the second object include Web pages (Challenger, col.3, lines 1 1-21, teaches 
objects are web pages). Refer to the rationale relied to reject claim 12, the Umitation of "a 
reference between the first and second objects includes a hypertext link" is rejected under the 
same rationale as provide in the rejection of claim 12 above. 



Claims 38-39 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 12-13, 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 



I • 
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11. Claims 16-17, 20-22, 42-43, and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatenable by Challenger et al, US 6,026,413 filed 08/1997, in view of linger et ah, US 
6,230,168 Bl filed 11/1997. 

Regarding independent claim 16, Challenger teaches the step of: 

- providing a plurality of objects, including compound objects (Challenger, col.3, lines 
11-21, Web site provides many objects/web pages. Fig. IB, object 1 (col) is a 
compound object, since object 1 (col) is constructed from fragments rl and r2). 

Challenger does not expUcitly disclose the steps of partitioning at least some of the 
plurality of objects into a plurality of groups such that if two compound objects are constructed 
from at least one common changed fragment, then the compound objects are placed in the same 
group; and pubUshing all objects belonging to a same group together. 

Challenger does, however, emphasize the importance of keeping the updating and 
caching to pubhsh objects consistently (Challenger, col.4 lines 9-10 and lines 41-47). Challenger 
further teaches traversing the graph to determine which objects have changed (Challenger, 
col. 16, lines 2-4). 

Unger teaches the step of grouping the objects together in logical collections (partitions) 
for objects (pages) by traversing the link tree (Unger, col.4 lines 43-64) to faciUtate accesses to 
related objects that included in the collections (Unger, col.4 lines 24-28). Although Unger 
groups objects in a different manner, it is only because he uses a different criteria. Unger 
discloses, however that his "technique lends itself to quickly binding structured collections of 
material which have some logical ordering determined by the linked structure of the components 
themselves" (Unger, col.4 lines 61-64). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Unger's method of partitioning with Challenger's system 
to consistently pubUsh the updated objects to the cUents, since this will help publishing of related 
objects that depend on a common fragment in a consistent manner. 

Regarding dependent ciaim 17, which is dependent on claim 16, Challenger and' linger 
teach the limitations of claim 16 as explained above. Challenger and Unger do not explicitly 
teach the step for at least two of the plurality of groups, publishing all objects belonging to a first 
group before publishing any objects belonging to a second group. 

However, the limitation of this claim on how the different groups are published is 
common sense and consistent with Challenger's insistency on keeping these objects in consistent 
states, and with Unger's use of partitions for these related objects. If objects belong to different 
groups are published without order, a cUent will run more often into broken links in attempting 
to access pages that belong to different groups. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and Unger to publish objects that belong to the 
same group first before pubUshing objects in other groups, to provide more efficient and 
consistent access to pages of the same group since consistency in servicing pages is an important 
factor to the client's feeling about a certain website. 



Regarding dependent claim 20, which is dependent on claim 16, Challenger and Unger 
teach the limitations of claim 16 as explained above. Challenger further teaches the steps of: 
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- representing objects by nodes on at least one graph (Challenger, col.4, lines 11-15; 
and col.7, lines 25-30); and 

- representing relationships between the objects by connections between the nodes 
(Challenger, col.4, lines 11-15; and col.7, lines 25-30). 

Regarding dependent claim 21, which is dependent on claim 20, Challenger and Unger 
teach the limitations of claim 20 as explained above. Challenger does not explicitly disclose 
wherein the connections include an edge between two nodes representing compound objects if 
the two compound objects are constructed from at least one common changed fragment. 
Challenger discloses, however, that he represents the relationship between nodes by edges in the 
graph. 

linger teaches the step of grouping the objects together in logical collections (partitions) 
for objects (pages) by traversing the link tree (Unger, col.4 lines 43-64) to facilitate accesses to 
related objects that included in the collections (Unger, col.4 lines 24-28). Although Unger 
groups objects in a different manner, it is only because he uses a different criteria. Unger 
discloses, however that his "technique lends itself to quickly binding structured collections of 
material which have some logical ordering determined by the linked structure of the components 
themselves" (Unger, col.4 lines 61-64). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined Challenger and Unger to represent the relationship 
between two compound objects that are constructed from a common changed fragment by an 
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edge between the two nodes (objects), since it would have helped traversing the graph to update 
relating objects in a consistent manner. 

Regarding dependent claim 22, which is dependent on claim 20, Challenger and linger 
teach the limitations of claim 20 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein the 
coimections include a directed edge from a first node representing a first object to a second node 
representing a second object, if the second object includes a reference to the first object 
(Challenger, col.4, lines 11-15; col.7, lines 25-30; col.9, lines 26-50; and fig.lB). 

Claims 42-43 and 46-48 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 16- 
17 and 20-22, respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

12. Claims 18-19 and 44-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatenable by 
Challenger in view of Unger as applied to claim 16 above, and further in view of Sequeira, 
US 6,185,585 Bl filed 12/1997. 

Regarding dependent claim 18, which is dependent on claim 16, Challenger and Unger 
teach the limitations of claim 16 as explained above. Challenger does not explicitly disclose the 
step of delaying publication of a first object until a second object which is referenced by the first 
object is published. 

However, this step is also common sense and consistent with Challenger's insistency on 
keeping the objects in consistent states. In one part that is somewhat related to the limitation of 
this claim, Challenger teaches the step of updating (or preserving) the related records (fragments) 



Application/Control Number: 09/283,561 



Page 16 



Art Unit: 2176 

referenced to by an object before caching to publish that particular object (Challenger, col. 14 
lines 46-49). Those skill in the art will consider the second object in the Umitation of this claim 
very similar to Challenger's fragment. 

Sequeira, in col.6, lines 6-19, teaches that a second object 660 which is referenced by a 
first object 620 (URL 625 in first object) needs to be retrieved when the user cUcks on the URL. 
It is highly recommended if not commendatory therefore to pubHsh the second object 660 before 
publishing the first object 620 since the user will expect that the second object is retrievable. 
Otherwise, the URL is a broken link. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and Sequeira to publish those objects that are 
referred to by an object before publishing that object itself since this will allow the chents access 
to them in a consistent manner. 

Regarding dependent claim 19, which is dependent on claim 18, Challenger, Unger and 
Sequeira teach the limitations of claim 18 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein the 
first object and the second object include Web pages (Challenger, col.3, lines 11-21, teaches 
objects are web pages). Refer to the rationale relied to reject claim 18, the Umitation of "a 
reference between the first and second objects includes a hypertext link" is addressed. 



Claims 44-45 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 18-19 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 
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13. Claims 23-26 and 49-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatenable by 
Challenger in view of Unger as applied to claim 20 above, and further in view of Cormen et 
ah, "Introduction to Algorithms", copyright 1990, pages 477-493. 

Regarding dependent claim 23, which is dependent on claim 20, Challenger and linger 
teach the Umitations of claim 20 as explained above. Challenger does not disclose the steps of: 

- determining if a first compound object and a second compound object embed at least 



one common changed fragment by: 

■ topologically sorting at least part of a graph including dependence edges between 
objects; 

■ determining changed fragments needed to construct a first object by: 

o examining the graph in an order defined by the topological sort; and 
o constructing a union between a second object and changed fragments 
needs to construct the second object for at least one edge which begins 
with the second object and determinates in the first object and for which 
the second object has changed. 



This claim is unclear as explained in 1 12 rejection. However, the examiner interprets the 
applicant's means is for one in the art to traverse the graph after applying a topology sort to 
determine that two compound objects embed at least a common changed fragment. Challenger 
does not explicitly disclose the use of topology sort. He mentions, however, that other graph 
traversal methods are easily adapted (Chalenger, col.22, line 64 - col.23, line 5) besides depth 
first search for traversal. 
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Gormen teaches the step of using topology sort to determine the order of updating (page 
485 lines 1-7 from bottom, and figure 23,7 on page 486). Following his example, one skill in the 
art can easily determine how two objects embed a common changed fragment. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and Gormen to determine if a first compound 
object and a second compound object embed at least one common changed fragment since this 
step is necessary in updating the two compound objects once a common fragment is changed. 

Regarding dependent claim 24, which is dependent on claim 20, Ghallenger and 
Gormen teach the limitations of claim 20 as explained above. Ghallenger does not disclose the 
step of performing a topological sort on at least part of the at least one graph for finding strongly 
connected components. Ghallenger mentions, however, that other graph traversal methods are 
easily adapted (Ghalenger, col.22, line 64 - col.23, line 5) besides depth first search for traversal. 

Gormen teaches the step of using depth first search to perform topological sort (page 485, 
lines 15-17 from bottom) and to find strongly connected components (page 488, lines 20-22 fi-om 
bottom and page 489, figure 23.9), 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Ghallenger and Gormen to find strongly connected 
components since finding strongly connected components are necessary in order to update them 
to consistent state together to publish. 



t 
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Regarding dependent claim 25, which is dependent on claim 24, Challenger, linger, 
and Cormen teach the limitations of claim 24 as explained above. Refer to the rationale relied to 
reject claim 24, the limitation of "publishing a set of object belonging to a same strongly 
connected component, of at least one graph, together" is also addressed. 

Regarding dependent claim 26, which is dependent on claim 24, Challenger, Unger, 
and Cormen teach the limitations of claim 24 as explained above. The limitation of "examining 
objects in an order defined by topological sort; and when an unpublished object is examined, 
publishing the unpublished object together with all objects belonging to a same strongly 
connected component" is addressed under the same rationale a provide in the rejection of claim 
24 above. 

Claims 49-52 are for a computer system performing the method of claims 23-26 
respectively and are rejected under the same rationale. 

14, Claims 53-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatenable by 
Challenger et aL, US 6,026,413 filed 08/1997, in view of Cormen et al., "Introduction to 
Algorithms", copyright 1990, pages 477-493, 

Regarding independent claim 53, Challenger teaches the steps of 

- providing a plurality of objects (Challenger, col 3, lines 11-21, Web site provides 



many objects/web pages); and 
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- constructing at least one graph, the at least one graph including nodes representing 
objects and edges for connecting nodes having relationships, at least some of the 
edges being derived from at least one consistency constraint (Challenger, col.4, lines 
1 1-15; col.7, lines 26-30; and col.28, lines 48-65). 

Challenger does not explicitly disclose the step of finding at least one strongly connected 
component in the at least one graph. Challenger mentions, hov^ever, that other graph traversal 
methods are easily adapted (Chalenger, coL22, line 64 - col.23, line 5) besides depth first search 
for traversal to update objects into consistent state. 

Cormen teaches the step of using depth first search to perform topological sort (page 485, 
lines 15-17 from bottom) and to find strongly connected components (page 488, lines 20-22 fi-om 
bottom and page 489, figure 23.9). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and Cormen to find strongly connected 
components since finding strongly connected components are necessary in order to update them 
to consistent state together to publish. 

Regarding dependent claim 54, which is dependent on claim 53, Challenger and 
Cormen teach the limitations of claim 53 as explained above. The Umitation of "publishing a set 
of objects belonging to same strongly connected component group" is rejected under the same 
rationale as provide in the rejection of claim 53 above. 



• 
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Regarding dependent claim 55, which is dependent on claim 53, Challenger and 
Gormen teach the Umitations of claim 53 as explained above. The hmitation of using 
"topologically storing at least part of the at least graph" is addressed under the same rationale as 
provide above in the rejection of claim 53. 

Regarding dependent claim 56, which is dependent on claim 55, Challenger and 
Gormen teach the Umitations of claim 55 as explained above The limitation of "examining 
objects in an order defined by topological sort; and when an unpublished object is examined, 
publishing the unpublished object together with all objects belonging to a same strongly 
connected component" is addressed under the same rationale a provide in the rejection of claim 
55 above. 

15. Claims 57-60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatenable by 
Challenger in view of Cormen as applied to claim 53 above, and further in view of 
Sequeira, US 6,185,585 Bl filed 12/1997. 

Regarding dependent claim 57, which is dependent on claim 53, Challenger and 
Cormen teach the Umitations of claim 53 as explained above. Challenger does not explicitly 
disclose that one of the at least one consistency constraint includes delaying publication of a first 
object before a second object which is referenced by the first object is pubhshed. 

However, this step is also common sense and consistent with Challenger's insistency on 
keeping the objects in consistent states. In one part that is somewhat related to the limitation of 
this claim, Challenger teaches the step of updating (or preserving) the related records (fragments) 
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referenced to by an object before caching to publish that particular object (Challenger, col. 14 
lines 46-49). Those skills in the art would have considered the second object in the limitation of 
this claim very similar to Challenger's fragment. 

Sequeira, in col. 6, lines 6-19, teaches that a second object 660 which is referenced by a 
first object 620 (URL 625 in first object) needs to be retrieved when the user cUcks on the URL. 
It is highly recommended if not commendatory therefore to publish the second object 660 before 
publishing the first object 620 since the user will expect that the second object is retrievable. 
Otherwise, the URL is a broken link. 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Challenger and Sequeira to pubUsh those objects that are 
referred to by an object before publishing that object itself since this will allow the clients access 
to them in a consistent manner. 

Regarding dependent claim 58, which is dependent on claim 57, Challenger, Cormen, 
and Sequeira teach the limitations of claim 57 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein 
the first and second objects include Web pages (Challenger, col.3, lines 11-21, teaches objects 
are web pages). Refer to the rationale relied to reject claim 57, the limitation of "at least one 
edge between the objects corresponds to at least one hypertext link" is reject under the same 
rationale as provide in the rejection of claim 57 above. 

Regarding dependent claim 59, which is dependent on claim 53, Challenger and 
Cormen teach the Umitations of claim 53 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein an 
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edge exists from a first object to a second object in at least one of the at least one graphs if the 
second object has a reference to the first object (Challenger, col. 14 lines 46-49). 

Regarding dependent claim 60, which is dependent on claim 53, Challenger and 
Gormen teach the limitations of claim 53 as explained above. Challenger teaches wherein at 
least one of the consistency constraints includes publishing two compound objects together if the 
two compound objects are both constructed from at least one common changed fragment 
(Challenger, col 9 lines 39-46 wherein the system make the determination of whether to update 
the compound-complex objects col, co2 or both from the cache to pubhsh them based on 
whether records (fi-agments) rl or r2 has been changed). 

Conclusion 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to apphcant's 
disclosure. 

Tilt et al., US 630235 Bl filed 03/1999, teaches objective measurement and graph theory 
modeling of web sites. 

Papierniak et al., US 6169997 Bl filed 04/1998, teaches method and apparatus for 
forming subject (context) map and presenting internet data according to the subject map. 

Powers, US 6233703 Bl filed 12/1997, teaches automatic generation of evaluation order 
for a function block diagram and detection of any associated errors. 

Tada et al., US 5832476 priority filed 06/1995, teaches document searching method using 
forward and backward elation tables. 
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1 7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thu v Huynh whose telephone number is (703) 305-9774. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Heather R Herndon can be reached on (703) 308-5186. The fax phone numbers for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 746-7239 for regular 
communications (703) 746-7238 for After Final communications, and (703) 746-7240 for Non- 
Official/Draft. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-9000. 



TVH 

June 3, 2002 




